Remarks 

This reply is in response to the Non-Final Office Action mailed on 
September 04, 2008 in which Claims 1-23 were rejected. With this response, the 
abstract and Claims 1 and 10 have been amended. Claims 1-23 are presented 
for reconsideration and allowance. Applicants respectfully submit that the 
present application is in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration of the 
application in light of the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

I. Rejection of claims 1 -4 and 1 0-1 4 under 35 USC 1 01 

Claims 1-4 and 10-14 have been rejected under 25 USC 101 as being 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 1 and 10 have been amended to 
reflect that a user interface is "a user interface algorithm." Support for the 
amendments may be found in paragraph [0014] of the specification. As a result, 
Applicants assert that claims 1 and 10 and dependent claims 2-3 and 11-14, as 
being dependent on independent claims 1 and 10, are directed to statutory 
subject matter. Applicants respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejection of claims 1-4 and 10-14 as being directed to non-statutory subject 
matter under 25 USC 101. 

II. Rejection of claims 12 and 20 under 35 USC 112, first paragraph 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. 

Claims 14 and 20 have been rejected under 35 USC 112, first paragraph 
as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. Specifically, the Examiner 
asserts that claims 14 and 20 "contains subject matter 'Scaling said deleted one 
of said plurality of digital images while scrolling said portions of said image prior 
and image subsequent over said deleted one' which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, 
or which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention." Applicant 
asserts that this rejection is without merit and should be withdrawn. As illustrated 



in paragraph [0023] of the specification, "In step 602, user input to delete the 
current image is received. In step 603, the right half of the previous image is 
scrolled over the left half of the deleted image and concurrently the left half of the 
subsequent image is scrolled over the right half of the deleted image on the 
display. Alternatively, the image being deleted could be scaled in the horizontal 
direction as the portions of the previous image and the subsequent image are 
scrolled. Thereby, it may appear to the user as if the image being deleted is 
being "squeezed" by the other images." Applicant asserts that paragraph [0023] 
of the specification enables one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention as claimed in 
claims 14 and 20. Applicants respectfully request the Examiner withdraw the 
rejection of claims 14 and 20 under 35 USC 112, first paragraph as failing to 
comply with enablement requirements. 

III. Rejection of claims 1-9 under 35 USC 102(b) in anticipation of 
Anderson (U.S. Patent 6.249.316) 

Claims 1-9 have been rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Anderson U.S. Patent 6,249,316. Applicants respectfully assert that the 
rejection of such claims based upon Anderson is without merit and should be 
withdrawn. 

Applicants assert that Anderson does not anticipate claims 1 and 6 
because Anderson fails to teach "maintaining a data structure that is indicative of 
a direction of traversal through said plurality of digital images." Paragraph [0016] 
of the specification in the present invention discloses that the data structure 
"indicates the direction of the traversal through the digital images." Further, 
paragraph [0016] goes on to disclose that the data structure may be "stored in 
RAM or in a register." As a result, a record is kept of the direction of scrolling, 
since the data structure is stored in memory. 

However, Anderson does not teach that the direction of scrolling may be 
stored in RAM or in a register. Anderson teaches in Column 5, line 6-12, that "the 



user may navigate through a series of displayed cells 420 in the view finder 402 
using the four-way navigation control 406." Anderson goes on to teach that the 
"cell 420 currently selected by the four-way navigation control 406 is encircled 
with a highlighted area 430." As shown above, unlike the present invention where 
a direction of traversal through said plurality of digital images may be indicated 
through a data structure that may be stored, the direction of traversal in 
Anderson is merely inputted, however it is not stored. No where in Anderson is it 
stated that the direction of traversal is represented through a data structure that 
may be stored in RAM or in a register. 

As a result, Anderson does not anticipate independent claims 1 and 6 
because Anderson fails to teach "maintaining a data structure that is indicative of 
a direction of traversal through said plurality of digital images." Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of independents claim 1 and 6 
and dependent claims 2-5 and 7-9, as being dependent on independent claims 1 
and 6. 

IV. Rejection of claims 1 0-1 3. 1 5-1 9. and 21-23 under 35 USC 1 03(a) 
as being unpatentable over Anderson (U.S. Patent 6,249,316) in 
view of Miller (US Publication 2001/0030706). 

Claims 10-13, 15-19, and 21-23 have been rejected under 35 USC 103(a) 
as being anticipated by Anderson U.S. Patent 6,249,316 in view of Miller US 
Publication 2001/0030706. Applicants respectfully assert that the rejection of 
such claims based upon Anderson in view of Miller is without merit and should be 
withdrawn. 

Applicants assert that Anderson in view of Miller does not anticipate 
independent claims 10 and 16 because Anderson in view of Miller fails to teach 
"concurrently presenting a portion of an image prior to said deleted one of said 
plurality of digital images and presenting a portion of an image subsequent to 
said deleted one of said plurality of digital images in place of presentation of said 
deleted one of said plurality of digital images." 



The Examiner acknowledges in the bottom of page 10, of the Office Action 
dated 09/04/2008, that "Anderson fails to clearly disclose concurrently presenting 
a portion of an image prior to said deleted one of said plurality of digital images 
and presenting a portion of an image subsequent to said deleted one of said 
plurality of digital images in place of presentation of said deleted one of said 
plurality of digital images." However, the Examiner goes on to argue that Miller 
teaches what Anderson lacks, specifically the Examiner asserts that "Miller 
disclose concurrently presenting a portion of an image prior to said deleted one 
of said plurality of digital images and presenting a portion of an image 
subsequent to said deleted one of said plurality of digital images." 

Applicants assert that Miller does not disclose "concurrently presenting a 
portion of an image prior to said deleted one of said plurality of digital images and 
presenting a portion of an image subsequent to said deleted one of said plurality 
of digital images in place of presentation of said deleted one of said plurality of 
digital images," because Miller does not teach "said deleted one of said plurality 
of digital images." In fact, Miller does not teach that an image may be deleted at 
all. Nowhere in Miller is it disclosed that there is a deleted image or that an image 
may be deleted. The pre-condition that an image be deleted does not occur in 
Miller. Consequently, the subsequent act of "concurrently presenting a portion of 
an image prior to said deleted one of said plurality of digital images and 
presenting a portion of an image subsequent to said deleted one of said plurality 
of digital images in place of presentation of said deleted one of said plurality of 
digital images," does not occur. 

As a result, Anderson in view of Miller does not anticipate claim 10 since 
Anderson in view of Miller does not teach "a portion of an image prior to said 
deleted one of said plurality of digital images and presenting a portion of an 
image subsequent to said deleted one of said plurality of digital images in place 
of presentation of said deleted one of said plurality of digital images." Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of independents claims 10 and 
1 6 and dependent claims 11-13, 15, and 1 7-1 9 as being dependent on 
independent claims 10 and 16. 



Further, Applicants assert that Anderson in view of Miller does not 
anticipate independent claims 21 and 23 because Anderson in view of Miller fails 
to teach "displaying at least a portion of the next image in the scrolling direction 
after the deleted image unless the deleted image was the first or last image in the 
preset order." 

The Examiner acknowledges in the bottom of page 17, of the Office Action 
dated 09/04/2008, that Anderson fails to disclose ""displaying at least a portion of 
the next image in the scrolling direction after the deleted image unless the 
deleted image was the first or last image in the preset order." However, the 
Examiner asserts that Miller teaches what Anderson lacks. Specifically, the 
Examiner asserts that Miller teaches "displaying at least a portion of the next 
image after the deleted image according to the new scrolling direction." 

Applicants assert that Miller does not teach "displaying at least a portion of 
the next image in the scrolling direction after the deleted image unless the 
deleted image was the first or last image in the preset order," because Miller 
does not teach a "next image in the scrolling direction after the deleted image." 
As noted above, Miller does not teach that an image may be deleted. Nowhere in 
Miller is it disclosed that there is a deleted image or that an image may be 
deleted. Further, as noted above, the pre-condition that an image be deleted 
does not occur in Miller. Consequently, the subsequent act of "displaying at least 
a portion of the next image in the scrolling direction after the deleted image 
unless the deleted image was the first or last image in the preset order," does not 
occur since no deleted image is taught in Miller. 

As a result, Anderson in view of Miller does not anticipate independent 
claims 21 and 23 since Anderson in view of Miller does not teach "displaying at 
least a portion of the next image in the scrolling direction after the deleted image 
unless the deleted image was the first or last image in the preset order." 
Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of independents claims 
21 and 23 and dependent claim 22 as being dependent on independent claim 21 . 



Conclusion 



Claims 1-23 are now pending in this application. Applicants believe that 
the present application is now in condition for allowance. Favorable 
reconsideration of the application as amended is respectfully requested. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt 
that a telephone interview would advance the prosecution of the present 
application. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees 
which may be required regarding this application under 37 C.F.R. §§1.16-1.17, 
or credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account No. 08-2025. Should no proper 
payment be enclosed herewith, as by a check being in the wrong amount, 
unsigned, post-dated, otherwise improper or informal or even entirely missing, 
the Commissioner is authorized to charge the unpaid amount to Deposit Account 
No. 08-2025. If any extensions of time are needed for timely acceptance of 
papers submitted herewith, Applicants hereby petitions for such extension under 
37 C.F.R. §1 .136 and authorizes payment of any such extensions fees to Deposit 
Account No. 08-2025. 
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